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Five years have passed s;nce Mlna Shaughnessy fl:St‘

= . 1 .
‘a {s P

e AR

-
entofficiat s * T

&

Wé 1agk a traﬂitign éf&ccllabaratiVé
research, ‘'within colleges as well as
among them, -that would enable us to
o .combine’ resoprces and ccnduct more
L systematlc experiments. Nowhere in

' ‘the profession of teaching writing

! v 15 the frgnt;er more wide Gpen,l ' [

‘k'

P

Plﬂhéer research ‘has only recently aﬂﬂressed its élf.té

'the prablematlc terraln of the composing pracess_

‘of the prablem»in”al es

i

i

‘Part @ .

und ersﬂgﬁd;ng the 1andscap§* Wé

,must famlllar;ze aurselves w;th cur surreund;ngs, yet nat

’beegme sa famll;ar that we éverlcak rather than percélve_

Consider the currént attentlen b21ng dl:ecteﬂ tawara a

,;évaluatlpnraf the revision pr rocess.

%
i L [

of

few yéaﬁsi our notion

Up untll the last

revision suffered from a presumed.

Instéad af laak;ng at

how writers actually rev;se, wrltlng teachers, CgmpDSLtlan

Handbaak authcrs, and most researchers regarded revigion as

B i

"a saparate stage at the end of the process--a stage that

comes after the campletian Df a first or

one that 15 tempcrally dist nc§ from the

prewriting and

= #7

second draft and



wrlt;ng stages of the pracess.nz The paﬁagaglcal Impllcatlans

E ,f

-of such a 11near m@del a:e, I th;nk predlgtable-? dlstinctlens :

:E;k= ‘:?'  3 Ebetween reviggng and éd;t;ng dlssalve. sTeachérs Empha51ze
‘~}F;Tfj7” '_V; Fhé negesézfgkaf gérréctlng errars, 1ndeed,*$tu§ent pagers-s-
$‘?Ej7- :i are Aetlculcusly c@rrected and returned to th21rhéﬁtha:5,_ﬁ
N ‘who, in turntr are tgld to “réwrité thégeséay, c@rﬁéctlng all

\‘h ;

necessary mlstakas.:
4

3 S0 T It s debatable whether Studants learn anythlng useful _
s . R

from this cycle Df w:1ti§g and rewr;t;ng ND aaubt tha student o

e R A wr;ters are made keenly aware of. the;r 1naﬂequaclesS=bué théﬂ.
. S by the tlme they reach ugivers;ty, these Studéﬂts (ESPEElally
o thg bas;c erters) already know the;r llmltat;cns 'S@mé of

the students w111 respgnd positively; théy w;ll learn to

i

B ‘ ' proof- -read effect1valy—=but these- students are prcbably

ok . ‘ . v
o already pr@f;clént writers. The;r unskllled caunterparts * A
N , : seldém benefit from 1Qcallzed corrections. . As Flaﬁ;gan and
r 3 = .

Menendéz«malntalnf "learners often bind knawledgé“sa clasely

ta 1ts ori 1nal cantext or act1v1ty that they cannat general—

i

122 the kna'ledqe and - adapt it to new aEtlvltlEE, new ¢gn—'

textsiﬁs Even such- élemEntary “rev151en" as pra@feread;ng is =

lnhlbitéé by a glased set Df writing bé is, éach set

pecullar té,_and dependent upon, thﬁ part;culaf wrlt;ng

3
]

actlv1tyﬁ. Not a- strategy (a Ehglce of QPefatlané t@ be
attemptéd), but a béhaVle des:rlbes ‘each student s react;cn ;?
;\\ s to a 1earned rhétDrlGal s;tuat;an —each stuaEnt 5 1nab;11ty

to adapt!:ules EE new centexts reﬁlects a GDndltanEd raspansé

;\%




s

the Egmpasing p/ﬁ ess of gallege b351c wrlters c""

?cycle Qf cgr:ectlgn and recapying 1nculcatea

“by the tradlt;énal classrae *p :lencg. N 1

\: Eut what;;s the- alternatlve? 'How do we revise our
A . o - N T '
rev151§n prgcess?

“suggest, we ean take Mina*Shaughnessy‘s advice

..systémat;g expérlments"!' we can take a second

l

on by éxam;ning 1t5 rare ;n a representatlve

V_crﬂssssectlcn,cf student wrlt;ng, we can ccmpare the rev1$1gn

o

'behEVlQrs af ha51c Wfltars w;th thsse Df Skllléﬂ writers

and we. can st@p v1ew1hg the revision pracéss thraugh the

f;lte: of a linear camPGSLng mcdel that is anly ;ncldentally

v151cn acthltlES that actually occurs. - '«

At the IlSk of antlclpat;ng my own Dbservatlons, let mes;

=

'foer one mare speculat1v2=nate @f 1ntr ﬂ ction as a praluﬂe

to ? more iject;ve, more yste atic"’ analys;s Df EEVlS;Gn'
! 4 . M N . =

Gncé basicrwriters' ‘words are Qn the Papér, the wr;te:s' in-

effiéiant rEV131ng7béhaV1D:s trap tham into a maze of cgncarns

that seenm, if not anlmical to, at Mleast removed fram, their

’l £

. / . ,
lnltlal rhét%rlc l in Splratlan; The essays beccme closed

-

Eygxems, fi§é§ ard 1nv;@1able. Susan Warters' résearch into

H"I
P\
M
=1
[

my

A"SWn'intdeucth# QbSEfvatanS and graphlcally emphasizes the

“extent t@ﬁ&hicﬁ this: pa rtlculat_fgﬁm Df'c;ésu;24m§nifests

itself: ;'é L *;

tudent ever regected transposed, ! St
'ubstantlally alteréd the f;rst s




_,sentence whlch hé wrate..ii Even thaugh
.the first: sentence at times locked a’ .

. " writer into a pattérn which was. [ifflculf T
'+ “to develop, or’ lnapprﬁpr;ate &a 1isg purpas&,i;zV N
: he still retained the senténce .#nd 51mply ",“ L ] ,

"lgnared the 1mplicat1;nsg5,ﬂ,fq; _
V e . ‘_&*:- E‘f. . . ’:_ . s

deta;l the results cfga research prgje t des;gned ED affer P

i

furﬁher defln;t;gn ,to the nétlcn of "clasure" ®nd lts‘relatlen—

L2

sh;p to the rev1slan actlv;ties cf flzst yéar unlverslty

students.

' Dne wfy of testlng the 1nfluence of clasuré is ta
1nterféfe w;th the stuaent‘s ngrmal rev1s;cn aét;vity. ‘By.

ask;ng students ta "rev1se“ an essay w;thaut the benef1t v "

i

af e;ther the;r flrst drafts or the;r rgugh n@tes, I Baped

: tg free the student wr;tars (25§eclally ‘the' unsk;lled
wr;ters) from the canstralnt of th21r own written wardé,-\
frém the tyranﬁy of their first drafts.x Accard%igly, I
securea a randam sample of 7D flrsteyear students f:am the
Unlver51ty of Erlt;sh Columbla- 50 students farmed thé |

=

experimental group, ‘and ED studénts farmed the cant;gl .6

-

" Althaugh the Subjects were told that they were partlcipat;ng

1n a Can-us—w1de expe:;ment they were. asked’ t@ ccn51deruthe

Wr;tL:Q t;fk -as 4 narmal 3551gnmenthsthe ass;gnment was graded
. 2

ana”_irarded as part of their régular course work.

E;ch stuéent ;n the exgerlmental group was: askeé ta read
a EDD ward extract from a typlcal éxample Df cgntemgérary

jaurnallam.7 The ;nstruct;ans read: - ‘ e, -



' In her regart on’ “Teen Séx“(Macle:f's, ;980),
-+ Judith Timson makes a number‘of prpovocative . ¢
- observations, yet she offers no cllear eval- - - . -
uation of either teen sexuallty oy .contemp- -
Qra:y‘sex ‘education. Write an. esgay..that N
-dees evaluate the. socidl and morajl lmpllcatiéﬁs_i?
of both _teen sexuality and sex education. o

;_Whén yau write your essay, pretend, that it. 3
E w;ll be read by’ angthe: first-year un;v2551ty
’student who has - not read Timson's :ePGrt. -

f-Feel free to think abaut the quesflén as 1ang
/as you' like before’you begin writing; but, . e
;ance yau start your paper, try nct to speﬁd mare_ L
;than - hour w:it;ng your essay. - o

'f SEAL ALL MATER AL (ROUGH NOTE§ ANE FINISHEE

/- ESSAY) IN THE ENVELOPE PROVIDED BEE(fRE PRO-. . **
/.- CEEDING DIRECTLY TO PART IE. R

i ' ’ I . = ‘ ; . .
j . = L Iz
The Part Twc ssgnmeng\prcvlded*the students w;th a new «

capy Qf the extract and asked them to foé: a rav;slan _

L]

(fram memary) of the essay WElttED fg% Part Gne. And agaln .

f“they were askeﬂ not to spend m@re than one hour ertlng
S v : 4
y , the_paper. -

I . '; : The lnstructigns glven ta the cantrﬂl gréup d;rected
them t@ camplete the same twa 3551gnments, but, unl;ke their
/ S _ caunterparts, théy were allcwed access to their f;rst drafts

{Ana _once . the results had been tabulated 20 studénts were,

.

o chﬂsen fgr a serles Df pcst expér;ment 1nterv1ews.

"I shguld nate at thlS Péint that the exger;mant was

d251gned as a home . p:@gact. Thcugh I was sacr;fla;hg a . 1arga‘

measure of ;@ntral I was dubiogs ab@ut the aPprapr;ateness
‘ éf ellClt;ng ;n—class wrlt;ng as_a genuine représentatign of

:tyglcal cgmpas;ng act1v1tlas; As Freedman anﬂ Pangle note.

P

in a recent artlgle mn c@mp551tlan prccess, "W{ltlﬂg dcne

3
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= R »g’ln...a cantralled cgntext plles a- campas;ng piacess*tbat S
B ! B - : }z fﬂ’ ‘I,
L. ) "15 radlcally dlfferent fram the précess each of. us undergges .

;n the caurse gf Qur narmal wr;tlng.i-.}And surely the ﬂif- g

el

h

f ncas 1n the pracéss have 1mpl;cat;cns fc; the pr@duct.?s ; f,
e C S
s }*?_.’ S;nce the }ntent of my awn ex§er;ment wés tg free the students
- ’ frcm ﬁnnecessary ccnstfalnts,_the “clésed" ’7p tal %Ftting
A" .

"y

-, thréaténed to mease an unwanted 1nterfe;ence. ‘

,d‘,nw‘ i

BT _ Dncé ccﬂed and randamly shuffled the : essays wé graﬂed

by three magkers whc scarea éach draft acca:d;ng to a 9 palnt

- * PR

: scale der;ved frcm thé hallstlc Evaluatlan préceéurés Qut—,

l;ned ;n Cgaget and ‘0dell's Evalua%lng ert;ng.si ‘The* marke:s LT

r
achlaved an 1n;tial rellabllity caefflc;ent of .7§~sby feedlng

each ﬂlscrepancy back 1nt@ the stack cf unmarkéd papers, the

A ' .
: c@afficlent was rEVLged ta .87. Finally, cnce the markers

7

-8 i had fln;shed grad;nq (and regrad;ng),‘the remaining disagree=

ments-wére drawn to th21r attentlan, dlEEuSEédé .and awaraed

r’ N -
. campzomlse grades. _ .

— T Striklng dlfféfences appearéd between the grgupg of ’

wr;ters As expected thé contral gréup

ev;dence of rev1slgn. changes (gengrally éelétlcns and sub—"n
stitutléns) between the two drafts were largely conflned ED}
the lexical and Sentence 1evelseonly the most proficient - ‘f {x

e

Indeed,

with relatlvely ;ew except;gns, the control gféup cffefed
: llttlé mare than edlted phataclees Gf th21r élrst'draftsi N
. = N .—%;‘I - "n

In sharp ccntrast the experlmental group, prgﬂuced palrs of

5 . s B . . 4
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. . . .
LA . . seoe e ™ -‘

R

. wﬁﬁésééYs1that ?rééeﬁteé;ffé, 10% tc\lOD% gantent dlfference.

A; TIND; it is nat surgrlslng that a wrlter rev;51ng fram memary.
shaﬁld prgduca a- subsgant;ally "dlfférent“ secana drift : We-;
agwauld antlclpaté all wrlters (skllled and unsk;lled) ta =
;-  - praduce changes in syntax dlctlﬂn and arrangement- yet ,sé

_ d;ffarEﬁt was the sharacter f th21r essay palrs that a:

cu;sary glange at %he results mlght suggést that the un—‘

Ai‘ sk'lled wr;ters and the sk;lled writers were part;éipatlng
3‘ alfiérent exper;menﬁs.i |
i Thé b351c wgitéfs ﬂembnstratéﬂ a. cans;stént tenﬂency
;., rggard the Par! ?wa ass;gnment .as a task leGrEE§ ffem
iﬁﬁfe Part Dne essay; Instéad .of presentlng an gppartunity
;7Ff | “to devel@p and reﬁlna thélr arguméhts, Pa£§ﬁTwa of the

[ Y 4! J L
' egperiment presented the unskllled ertEIS with a sgmewhat R
L » . -

eagler 3551gnment anly tangentlally related ta the flISt.

. S\ . [

s /Mcstpm these students e;ther rehearseﬂ one or two nat;sns

3

from. th21r erg;nal ﬂrafts and useﬂ them as a brldge to a

T

' bas;caiiy autanamaus secand draft, or they campcsed a new.
: lH . N ¥

' e ket
essay aqﬂ arbltrarlly attaghed tha "QGDCluSlGn" f:gm-esgay #l.
| B

, , S
of the 2elati1§shiplbeﬁw§$n their two essay$; Fgr _these

;'wfitfr f;Part TWO was regarded as a clear @@partunlty to

2

rev1se aiéfta 1mprave. CQHSldEr ‘the camments exgressea by ébv

.
Vick;g, aspraf;:;ent student wr;ter,
\) . o [N ‘ )

AN B _ : R

-




-

nf_students‘ tws drafts, I est

"than, ance the 1;st far Each draft had been cempa:ed with

‘ R I R Ga:rettspetts--a

gPart Ohe ‘was“not ‘very well crgan;zed
-~ however, it prgpared a basic outline for -
Y. 7 o me to follow in'.part Twm.; So Part ‘Two
L+ - 'was much edsier to-gomplete 'since I still
- *fremembéred‘fragménts af the essay I wrote - L
v+ .incPart Oné._J'¢ A oo L L ®

{ ,‘-

',,\ »_ i ’ . - l"- . ' .

R

~“A detallea E@ntéxt analys;s éf each SEuﬂent s pa;r of essays

gave-further agfln;tlgn to the ﬂifference between the skllled

and unsklllea wrlters of the exgéflmental gr@up.: :

h Ey 1tem131ng dlSCfEtE Semantlc unlts (ncuns, Dr néuns

plus madlflers, or Persanaljpranauné) frcm each of the
b

o~ * : -

"l;cantent; Bach semant;c unlt was caunted as 1 1dea clugter-

]

lts mate, cammen idea glusters were 1dent1f;ed and subtracteﬂf

fram the tctal number of a;fférent ldeas genera;ed by bath!

='t:irafts. l faund that the unskliled wrlters averaged a 71%

»cgntent‘alfference between drafts, whlle the skllled WIltE:S

'f“praduceﬂ SEEDnﬂ drafts that were an average Df anly 28% dlf—

k]

-t

ferent in. céntent. S . : _ S

e +

| One bas;c writer foared the follcw1ng explanatlan fgr

\ ' N . . e

" such a w;de cantent variation:

I found the QDﬁpQSltLDn af Part ' Two ¢
. easier to ‘write because ideas. just c
ﬁkept coming into'my head."” In Part _

One--I ‘had to use more. thought in .,

ny’ flrst éssay.rl ' : .

=

When pressed to explain why she had rafraLned frcm 21ther

«
&

repeatlng or enlarging -upon her earller %deas, the studenﬁ
= ‘ “ . i . % R .

v



.m0 Garrett-Petts--9,

' _’_; _ answered (1n e ﬂeeldedly brueque tene) thet “qhe[zireéjeesey

was fin;shea."\ Fe: thie etudent, and for the Ethez unek;lleﬂ
\ F

,r rlrsenee ef eleeure seemlngly p:eeluded the=

i

wr;tere, an

N

PLA

peee;hlllty ef reduetlve rev;51en I do not deubt thelr

L

e;neerlty, but 1 th;nk it naive te elmply aeeept the baele
TN < wr;teze =eeeert;ene that they did not “feel 11ke“-repeet1ng

themeelvee in thelr eeeenﬂodrefte. Cempeelng peeeeeeee are '
, T B
never reduelble to: 51mp1e exgreee;ene ef intent, .

1

Gnee the flret werd 1e put . en paper, the wrlter eetebl;ehee‘
- a funet;enel d;eleetle, a :etreepeetive 1ntereetien thet nec- ~

: LY
. eeeezlly 1nflueneee ‘the dlreet;en, the ferm, endgthe meen;ng

« of the euther 's er;ginel 1ntent. E!M- Forster eeye of his

‘ f{-- . own revision preeeEe, "How. do I know whet 1 th;nk until I
see ghet I eey?“, Fereter dleeeve:e meen;ng by reeetlng to

Lo . *-the ferm ef the werde enﬁthe pege. Jemee Br;tten netee an.

: embryenle pettern ef ﬂleeevery threugh ﬁerm in the-writing

ef emell ehlldren-

ehlldren s wrltlng‘eemet;mee demenetretee .
_ @I"teklng over" process in the course of - N .
~ a single utterance. _A piece that begins in "
. a loose, unstructured wey——gerfunetereﬂy, even-=-~
‘may seem to take shape under the influence’
of the affective power: of  a rh{thm ‘'or a sound
pattern, an ;mege or an idea.l

_— :
R Irenleelly,'lt is ~a version of tﬁlex“teklng over" preeéee that,

i\ far frem 1;beret;ng the revision eet;v;tiee of the.eellege

;? beele writerf locks the etudent into a repetlteve eye;e ef

- i S

#yrltlng end recopying--a peredy of the expleretery rev151en

Q o ! | jua




e I SRR TI f‘fﬁgipfk?Gar$EtE§Pétt5*5loaf;]

;:prgcaas articulatad by E.M; Faratar.;; ‘;f ’ iJ_-‘;';

qf In tarma Gf a rarlaran atﬁatagy" tha baalcgwrltar
_tya;aally trlas ta act as lf ravra;an wara .a diacrata and *

/ : ) aaparabla part af tha tom9931ng pracasa, yat— iram an ob-

3
¥

jactlva pDint of view, wa aaa tha wrltar raaat aanatantly

LA

. B wh;la campaalng (and raaat in a pradletabla pattarn) Eandra&
< .. perl arpla;na* IR : o L
; . a - 7 N o ST Vicifi
‘ ¢ o (’I‘ha editing of - baalt Wr;tara] ;Lntrudaa S0 7
Y Ce e often,and to such a degree .that it breaks "
. T down the rhythms generated ‘by thln,ing .and
’ ' e © writing.... Theé students are prematurely B

S concerned with the "look" of their writing; ;
’ ‘ thus, as soon ‘'as a fewwords . are written on = - '
the .paper, detection and correction” of. errors o
raplataa wrltlng and ravlarng (1talias mrna) 12

]

t . : =7 ‘ =

Perl's 1mpliad d;stlnctlan batwaan ad;tlng anﬂ ravralng helps

=

ta clarlfy a cantral d;lamma facaa by tha baalc wrltar. fas
‘3%; ;ﬁ plagued by an unreachable ltah or an: unrasalvaé snaaaa,

’ ‘tha baalc Wr;tar bacamaa angagad in a futlia and thus a;_;
brlltatlng praataupatlan- tha praaccupatran with taxtual 1 ‘.
dlaamnanca dﬁm;nataa attantlan, dlarupta thiJlewhgg}d;a—-
course, and pracludaa auccaaaful communication. ' }aé

At least part of tha prablam then. 1nvalvas tha baarg
wrltar s aancapt of rulaa* 1nataad of anhantlng the Wwriter's
V*cammun;catlva ‘efforts, tha canvantlana of wrlttaﬁ English |
- seem to praduta a praactlva 1nh;brt1aﬁ, a laval af 1ntare,

A,

faranta that 1mpadaa campaa;tlgn All af tha unakrllad o
N
t,atudaﬂta ;ntarv1awad lﬁ tha present study auggaataﬂ to varylng

= «F

aagraaa, that thay falt inhibited by the rulaa of- puﬁctuat;an,
) - r: [ »- " i . , ’ o o ! i, ; :

w8



LI

AR

'g fe oo I try placing commas in ﬂifférent o . _
A places to see how they work Qut. e LT e

grammar, and spelling. Li

"L I tend to make ahlsi%éf%efré%s as.
+ ' I'mgoing along, byt Iialso correct

~ - them as I go. along'g e I*Wanit o '?-"jv.:f

. go more than a parfic ,
‘reading,what I haqg{ﬁr ten;“;"ﬂ;

[_ThErthlng I :éally get muffled on
. is placing commas in cartain areas:

z o 1 : .
I % PR :

5peliing is the blg problem; ’ . .
- Someétimes I'm so busy. WOrryiY g . ST
‘about them, I forget what I'm '
g w:;tlngﬁgyaut and I have to go o

back and flgure it~ aut.. N S e

N ..\ f E 11! . L
Now c@mpaze thé follcwing excerpts from my .interviews
with some aﬁxthe more pr@fiéieht write*SQ : UL

: e

: - Whén 1 m wrlt;ng I'11 trust my bas;é
b 'idea.... Then later, usually, if T
just re-read once, 1 just want to

. : change grammat;cal errors, spelllng -
P _— Xmlstakes. - ! .o I R

e
..‘.k-,u,

1]

e I'1 make some changes as I go along,
- . but I'll wait until I've finished a . L
o -‘page- or the whole essay because then Co
you ncthe more errors, and you notice
- scméthlng s not.making very much sense, - &
.oxr it's not qulte saying what _you want
. it to say. . .
I haven'’ t been Erlticlzéd tDD mueh for .
my grammar, so I -don' t really hi%e to ©
worry abcut it when T m writing. . L

N

-

‘Q?*The sk;lleﬂ wrlters remarks strlke an unmlstakable charus of

self- canfldence, a réfraln unshared by thélr less sk;lled

: c:c::unterpafts, whc: have“ been "E:r:LthJ_Eéﬂ tDD muc:h for (the:l,r) :
“grammar .
12 -
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i |
fIt';éuld be reductive to b;ame,thé current literacy
K ‘ crisis Qn.the revision policies common te most high schaalh
| and university classrooms. But mykabéervatignépana studént
- interviews sdggeét that ﬁéaching revisioﬁ mgthaés (éditing
\: and recopying) based upon a'traaitional linear madel éf the

revisioh prccess canfuses and él;enates unsk;lléd wr;térs
. As % way of laylng the f@undatLOﬁ ‘hecessary for a @@Eéi
appropriate pedag@g;cal apprgach . let me return to my sample
of student writers. I cannot claim that ‘revision alone
determined the relative success or failure @f_ea:ﬁ set of

compositions, but an agilitg to see beyond thé>§émaﬁd5 of

editing clearly complemented superior writing ability. For
the skilled writer, it s a matter of overlooking in -order

to revis as Nanﬁy Sommers says in her analysis‘of 20 skilled
. ¥ .

o

o

adult writers, "experienced writers...seek to discover (to

\H‘

create) meaning in the engagement with their writing, in rev-

4

ision.... The experienced writers.. get closer to their mean-
ing by not limiting themselves too carly to lexical concerns. "

lionically, the unskilled writers in oy study did overlook--not
¢

whlle composing their tirst drafts, but while rereading aftes

the first ;;'Ch;aft;: werle “completed’™, As one studeat told ne,

1'Mm net aware when L pcad the wooay

(when I rereaa it); ['m s. engyrosse.
with whoat I'm 5aying because I know

exactly what I'm saying.... 1 don't

really look at it as if its a Pligé

of paper with words and punctuation,
I look at it as the ideas, so I don'

really see.

Q. 13
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- % )r
Rereadlng" here is very dlfferent from the, reading thdt
occurs durlng the act of composing, far here rereadlng occurs
under the illusion of premature ElDEuEE!. Once the text is
< o | b
viewed by its author as "finished", fevisi@n (re-seeing): be-

comes ' a perceptual problem.

1

David Bartholomae, din his lucid and sensitive study of

\H

student error, "arques that rereading "frees a writer fr rom

E =]

is an awkward, laborious process, putting excessive demands

on both patience ahd short-term memory . During the physigal

-

act of writing, reading the actual words on Lhe page, the

units of expression, locks student writers into confusing and

lnappropiiate patterns; when reread afler the text is "closed",
. R - .
however, these same words lose their iﬂp:isuning power and,

yuite literally, are interpreted by their authors as. acceptable
gestures Of the wilters' intended meanings. Thus, when it

comes to developing useful revision strategies, basic writers
face a shared, debilitating dilemma: they can't revise what
they AN L ace

-

Apparcntly  vhilte COnp. wday . uneKIillod .t o inveat
v al ity Wl lllEji_l!Ai;L‘, 1 ain Lalenslbl, Lankoup.t sy otew o JLaluga,
ayal aa and theto. 1. But whienl th., wilter oy cads hil.. Owsn

TElulsnodY L Gupoosltlan thils pLlval . S}%;Lg“. Jalus adden

] . Ap,
setdl L ey w0 an o aoveplatle carrler of 1101Qe0d A nreran, Ling . The

cunventl.ns of written dlacourse, the fame venventlions that

é . x
lmpede and (Oouatraln the Culipusliuyg prockas.s of ulishilled

. Wriilera, bovome lnoeldental to the peteeption of meaning

O

ERi(i . I 4 : '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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' ’ L] LI

=

The. wrlters become readers "Gf cantent rathar than farm-"l5

-fﬁrmal :lasure glve§>way to unregtrlcted disclosure.s "What

L3 =

these unskilled writers séem to lack is an ability to regard
their c@mp@éitiOﬁ'as a shared space open to both writer and
reaEEf;:fcrzsuceassfullfeéiéi@ﬁ depends upon @pén é@mmuﬂiéatiaﬁ
between the writér as writer and the writer as.reader of his

. ' ) \ 7 .

It is not. surprising, then, that only the gkllled writers

GWI‘I text.

. in my control group benefltted from the CEnSEJtat;Dﬂ of their
: ®
first drafts: their ideas were clearly more reworked than those
of the unskilled writers. - On the other hand--and this is a

most intriguing Statistig=~, while the unskilled writers in
general neither evidenced nor articulated any atﬁitudébthat
"might be called a revision strategy, the second drafts of

those in the %ﬁEéLiménLgl group showed (on average) a 1.25
Scale point imé:uvgménL over their control group counterpay ts--

in the control group, the average scores for first and second

drafts were 4 and 3 /5, respectively, 1n the expelimnental

devdp, the avierayge swuires weie 3 095 and 4 5 Il other woral
these Lasle vwiller s wiule mwe o vobicrene . Lovier wrgyaulzed, a.

genseally wore Lovulsed papoers when the, toeviac i L ety

Baal vilicio, then, are sol lacapat. le O ¢ Lensive ablid

3

poesedalilve revlsloa, the Qlal;gu(lnu preaciasie ol tougls nwlen

e

and ftirst gratts slauply lupedes Lhe Levisliy JProcess., rLue,

- when Lhie Lurtmal I1nfluchoe 1= artlllelally removed, thewe wiit.., o
f \ - . o .
only become cmbiolled 1n yet another set of foimal L_:LED;;;,&E::LLL_)U.&;'
O

1

[

ERIC -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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but their sudden freedom to discard ideas does suggest latent

revising potential--and here I mean revising, not editinc

Their "freedom" is illusory, of course; but the illusion of.

. S
composing freedom is itself instructive. Not only does it

allow basic writers to move more easily in their shared

=
H

llﬁgulgtlé harness (grades for second drafts were higher),
itvgives the writers some feeling f@r‘the revision process.
) .

Once the possibility of re-seei ing the topic is recognized

i}

(and expe nced), students Esge ially those students who

habitually claim that their First drafts express all they

can on the topic, are confronted by the striking content

B

diffe

5

-ence between their first efforts and their second

\H

. ’ B . T 5 s sat . ¢ : _
drafts revised from memory . Mbre imp@ tantly, the act of

mparing the two drafts distances writers from their pro-

ducts.  And*if, in turn, unskilled wilters are asked to

UIJ
+
=y
e
]
Mw
e
Y
it
i
M
)
i
]
s
H
ju
T
m
¢
[
et
9]
T
f—

" synthesize their two draft

parts, that 15, Lh& basic wilters experlence both the fféédym

lu yencrate 1deas and the frecdum tu assess how thsgliﬁéaﬁ

telalte wr clash with ovne aniotlhier li, wosenCe, the Lhree

phase proiedure (vevising fion memoLy, comparing diatts,

and synthesizing dissonant tdeas) allows the basic wiite,

Lo eBaporlanee and Lg Fractlee a pattern of sevislon that
' drawn from the revision Plucesses of proticient wiiters.

Lo additlion to frecing basle wilters from the Lyianny

L Lhelr tilrst deatts (from Lhelr sense ol prematule clodgur ),

ERIC | . 16

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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to this strategy in terms of "projective structuring”:

" ‘ Garrett-Petts--16,

the three-phase Procedure encourages the development of

productive revision strategies, strategies that view low-

, o { . ,
level formal activities as concerns secondary to the de- -
velopment, the organization, and the'refinement of ideas.

Variations of this protedure can.be profitably adapted
bl

to the various skill-levels of our student writers. A

slightly more advanced writer, for example, ﬂgght be en-
, 7 7 7 i /
couraged to conflate the «three pPhases and substitute some

form Jf inter-draft outlining. Perl and Egendorf refer |

Reversing the traditional sequence,
so that "outlining" follows rather
than precedes initial writing, has
-several advantages: it frees students
from the expectation that their initial
writing mubt conform to some logical, a
priori scheme; it helps "fry" them loose
from the words on the page by -asking them
to clarify further the sense that those ™
formulations are intended to capture; it -~
enables them to see more clearly whe¥e
something'is lacking.1l6 * :
\%
lhatead of locking themselves %utu rigid prewriting routines,

students or aveiaye writing ability can use traditional "out-

llulhu“ prlbenvaedus wa b patt of thelr revlslon Etfatég“, a% &

way ol Lo secling aand Levidering the ideas yenerated by theliyg

Lelhiea, sal Jdoaft.t

Moie poroflulant Vidlte, s (thivse alicead, woeliversant olth
1

i

gtrategles Lo deal with form) should concern themselves witlh
the largyer foimal Gonstialus ot audience  they should expand

theli, focus frwm Lturm to rerfoiLmance, Fuy, in the final

)
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]

E

analysis, it is only by méasurlng their intentions agalngt
the demands Df a rhet@rlcal cgntext that gtudent writers

can move from a limited (and llmlt;ng) egoéentrlc p@sture
5] =
to what Wayne Baoth has calledfﬁthe rhetarlcal stance %

Such a éecure sensé of balanCé— however, is not ?lmp£¥g= |
‘asgumed. Sklll&ﬂ writing may be admired fr%ﬁ stance,

di
but it ;5 only learned through first-hand_ewperie g ce of

the process that produces it. Though often Qve:lA ked,
revision is, I would af%u&i the key composing principle
of that progess. -
- » .
/ -
3
/
A
y 3 :

O
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